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ith this issue we have completed 
one year of the new Kidney Interna-
tional — new in features, improved 
in design, but, we hope, main-
tained in the spirit of its original founders, which 
is devotion to the advancement of nephrology. 
Anniversaries are a good time to examine what 
has happened and to see how many (if any) of our 
original goals have been accomplished.
Th e major editorial change in the journal was 
achieved through the concerted eff ort of all the 
editors. We have been meeting every Tuesday by 
conference call. In these meetings, each editor 
presents a paper, discusses his evaluation of the 
reviews, and proposes a decision. Th ere is oft en 
a vigorous discussion of the paper, from which 
all of us have benefited in several ways. The 
most important one is that a decision is arrived 
at by consensus. Th e primary advantage of this 
method is that decisions are more consistent and 
the board develops an imprint that is the conse-
quence of the collective knowledge of the six edi-
tors. A secondary benefi t has been educational, 
this time to the editors. Each of us has a unique 
background in training and research; some of us 
are basic scientists, others are clinicians, but all 
are nephrologists in our own ways, and the joy 
we all have in these weekly meetings is that of 
learning together about subjects that we thought 
we knew something about but fi nding that we 
actually may know the vocabulary of the subject 
but not its foundations. Editors working in isola-
tion oft en get a sense of omnipotence since they 
make fi nal decisions on issues that have profound 
eff ects on the careers of others. Working together 
teaches each of us humility about the limits of our 
individual knowledge. Professors of medicine are 
expected, when making rounds, to come up with 
answers to all sorts of obvious or arcane prob-
lems, a situation hardly conducive to humi lity. 
But working with respected peers teaches all of 
us a sorely needed lesson. We hope that the out-
put of these discussions has been conveyed to our 
authors in a lucid, empathetic, and instructive 
manner, especially when the decisions are nega-
tive, as they oft en are.
We feel especially proud of having expedited 
the decision-making process. We instituted an 
early-decision process where the editors, aft er 
quickly reviewing a paper, decide that it is not 
appropriate for us and we decide within 7 days to 
return it to the authors without external reviews. 
This accounted for 50% of the decisions, and 
several authors, although disappointed, sent 
messages of appreciation for the early decision. 
A collateral eff ect of this is to save our most pre-
cious resource: the time of our external reviewers, 
who now only get manuscripts to review that have 
already been vetted by the editors. Th e reduc-
tion in the workload of the reviewers already 
shows in that they have been submitting their 
initial reviews on average 29 days aft er receipt 
of the manuscript. Th is is an exceptionally good 
turnaround time. Manuscripts that are externally 
reviewed are then decided on by the editorial 
board; about half are rejected aft er review, and 
the remainder are sent back to the authors with 
suggestions for revisions. Th e fi nal probability 
of acceptance is around 15% of all manuscripts 
submitted. Despite this low probability we have 
seen a healthy increase in our submission rate. 
Although I do not have the fi nal fi gures for 2006, 
we expect that 1500 manuscripts will have been 
submitted by that year’s end, a 12% increase in 
the rate of submission over that of 2005. We are 
grateful for the confi dence of our readers.
In the few years preceding 2006, Kidney Inter-
national had become very large, with sometimes 
as many as 70 articles in a monthly issue. Our 
fi rst aim was to reduce the number of articles to 
around ten in each semimonthly issue, around 20 
a month. Th e purpose was to make the journal 
more portable and therefore more readable; the 
fi rst requirement of readability is that you should 
be able to put the journal in your briefcase and 
take it with you to your offi  ce, home, or train. It 
may not be possible to take an issue with as many 
as 500 pages home. Oft en the journal was left  lan-
guishing in the offi  ce. Because the backlog was so 
large, it is only now with the current issue that we 
have actually achieved a reduction in size to the 
scale that we had hoped for.
Reading articles in a professional journal 
requires a special kind of focus in which the 
methodological aspects of the paper are con-
tinuously evaluated. We wanted to introduce 
new material that could be read in a less concen-
trated manner. We have been commissioning 
many Commentaries on interesting or diffi  cult 
papers that set them in the proper perspective. 
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Th ey have been popular, since a reader may not 
want to read the ‘gory’ details of an article but 
may be interested enough in the subject matter 
just to read a critical perspective by an acknow-
ledged authority. In a ‘lighter’ vein, we introduced 
Nephrology Images, visual representations of an 
interesting clinical problem with one paragraph 
of text. We have gotten a tremendous response; 
the number of superb submissions is so large that 
we have taken to publishing more than one an 
issue. Another new feature is Th e Renal Consult, 
which presents and discusses cases. Th is feature 
has also been very successful in that excellent sub-
missions have rapidly exceeded our capacity to 
publish them. A popular item has been the occa-
sional Editorials published as Nephrologists Sans 
Frontières; their diverse contributors have varied 
from a postdoctoral fellow in renal research who 
reviewed his experience as a scientist working in 
a Drosophila laboratory, to a senior nephrologist 
who discussed his eff orts in starting a foundation 
to help poor people in Brazil receive aff ordable 
renal care.
Th e redesign of the journal was well received 
by our readers, and I am pleased to say that it has 
made the journal more readable. Th e covers in 
particular have attracted many positive comments, 
and we hope to continue in this endeavor. We will 
shortly institute a competition for cover illustra-
tion with a prize. We have tried very hard to make 
the Reviews more visually attractive by inducing 
the authors to draw a fi gure by hand and having 
the in-house artists draw a more formal fi gure. 
Th is is an area where we could do much more, 
and we hope authors will help us in this eff ort.
Th e most disappointing fi nding during this 
past year has been that it is very difficult to 
improve the quality of the writing submitted. One 
reason is that the primary language of many of 
our authors is not English, and our copy editors, 
good as they are, are not scientists. How does one 
address this? Some major journals, such as the 
Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences of 
the United States of America, suggest that authors 
give their manuscript to a professional science 
editor who can rewrite it, for a fee, of course. 
We will institute a similar suggestion. However, 
the problem is that publication is already an 
expensive process, and the people who need this 
service will be the least able to aff ord the extra 
charge. We are thinking of rewriting the abstracts 
in house, to make them more understandable to 
a general audience.
Journals today are trapped in the stranglehold 
of the infl uence of impact factors, something that 
I will write about in detail later. Our impact factor 
has held steady this past year, but, being a retro-
spective parameter, it only refl ects what happened 
two years ago. Hence, the eff ect of what we have 
done in 2006 will not be refl ected in the impact 
factor until the summer of 2008. We are opti-
mistic about the response of the community to 
what has been published. Recently we conducted 
a study of how many times the journal web page 
was viewed, and we were pleased to fi nd that in 
January 2006, 175 000 looked at our site, and that 
the number steadily increased to reach 300 000 
in September. I am delighted to see that some 
articles were downloaded more than 1000 times. 
We live in times when the Internet is increasingly 
the method of choice for accessing the scientifi c 
literature. Hence, these fi ndings, especially the 
increase in page views as 2006 progressed, are 
heartening indeed.
In summary, I believe we have made progress 
and have made the journal a more portable and 
attractive venue in which to publish. However, a 
journal is only as good as the papers submitted to 
it, and we hope that the community we serve will 
send its best papers to us. Only then will Kidney 
International achieve its intended role as the fore-
most journal of our fi eld.
